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REMARKS 

Introduction 

Claims 1-20 are pending, with claims 1 and 1 1 being independent. Claims 3,5, 13 and 15 
have been amended, as shown above and discussed in detail below. In addition, claims 1 and 1 1 
have been amended to correct a minor clerical error, as shown above. Applicant has made the 
amendments to more particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
Applicant regards as the invention, and not to distinguish any prior art. 

Specification 

The disclosure is objected to because it contains an embedded hyperlink on page 2 at line 
12. Accordingly, Applicant has amended the specification on page 2 at line 12, as shown above, 
to remove the hyperlink. 

The disclosure is further objected to because on page 26 at line 21 the word "reference" is 
misspelled as "referecne." Accordingly, Applicant has amended the specification on page 26 at 
line 21, as shown above, to correct the spelling. 

Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C. § 112 

Claims 1-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as allegedly being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. In particular, it is asserted that the element "edition-number- 
related information" is unclear. 

Applicant respectfully disagrees. "Edition" refers to process 42 of the conceptual leaning 
process of FIG. 3, which is discussed in Applicant's specification as follows: 

A third process 42 is that the student derives a conclusion of the subject 
matter from the collected informations, and edits an essay related to a 
logical process to the conclusion. In the editing process, the student has a 
discussion about the editing essay with the teacher. The discussion 
between the student and the teacher may be made through any available 
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ways, typical examples of which may include, but not limited to, exchange 
of messages, chats, and bulletin boards. 
(Applicant's specification, page 20, lines 10-16.) 

Process 42 is explicitly and repeatedly referred to in Applicant's specification as the 
"edition" process. One example is given here. "The MY PROJECT page 76 shown in FIG. 20 
corresponds to the edition process 42 shown in FIG. 5, thereby to improve the student's 
independency." (Applicant's specification, page 32, line 23 - page 33, line 1, emphasis added.) 

The conceptual learning process comprising edition process 42 is repeated. "The above- 
described first to fifth processes are cyclically repeated as shown in FIG. 3." (Applicant's 
specification, page 21, lines 1-2.) "Repeating the edition of the essay through the teacher's 
evaluation 46 and the registration of the essay 60 shown in FIG. 5 may improve the quality of the 
essay and also improve the research ability, the conversation ability and the thinking ability of 
the student." (Applicant's specification, page 31, lines 17-21, emphasis added.) 

Because the edition process is repeated, the number of edition is useful. "Upon entry of a 
teacher's name and a schedule, a class name, a student name, a student's submission date, a 
communication completed data, an evaluation and the number of edition are read out of the data 
registered on the message data table 22." (Applicant's specification, page 44, lines 8-11, 
emphasis added.) "Accordingly, the history of correction to the essay can be registered to allow a 
post-reference to the number of editions and the date of registration for utilizing the learning 
history, thereby allowing the learning-history informations to be re-useable, retrievable and 
storable, anywhere in cooperation with other students through the bulletin board, the chat and 
message functions." (Applicant's specification, page 44, line 23 - page 45, line 4, emphasis 
added.) 

For at least these reasons, Applicant respectfully submits that the element "edition- 
number-related information" is clear, and therefore respectfully requests that the rejection of 
claims 1-20 under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph be withdrawn. 
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Claim Objections 

Claims 3, 5, 13 and 15 are objected to because of the following informalities: the claim 
elements "XML", "XSL" and "HTML" are not initially defined. Applicant has amended claims 3, 
5,13 and 15 accordingly, as shown above. Applicant therefore respectfully requests that the 
objection to claims 3,5, 13 and 15 be withdrawn. 

Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C. §102 

Claims 1-2, 6-12 and 16-20 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as allegedly being 
anticipated by Blackboard, Inc., "Blackboard", Blackboard 5 Levels Two and Three Instructor 
Manual, 2000, <http://company.blackboard.com/Bb5/manuals/Bb5-LevelThree-Instructor/Bb5- 
LevelTwoThree-Instructor.pdf> (hereinafter referred to as "Blackboard "). Based on the 
following remarks, Applicant respectfully requests that the rejection be reconsidered and 
withdrawn. 

Applicant respectfully submits that the rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) is improper for 
at least the following reason. In a rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 102, each and every claimed 
element must be present in the applied art. However, as will be explained below, the cited art 
does not disclose every element or the combination of elements of independent claims . For at 
least this reason, Applicant respectfully requests that the rejection be reconsidered and 
withdrawn. 

The Examiner asserts at pages 4 and 5 of the Office Action that Applicant's claimed 
element of "providing at least one teacher's account with at least one student-prepared essay 
information with an edition-number-related information, which corresponds to said at least one 
subject-related information" is disclosed in Blackboard, stating that "the number of the essay 
question is analogous to 'EDITION-NUMBER-RELATED INFORMATION'" (emphasis in 
original). Applicant respectfully disagrees. 

The Examiner's analogy appears to be based upon the premise advanced by the Examiner 
regarding the term "edition-number-related information" in paragraph 5 of the Office Action, 
namely that "[t]he examiner assumes this term refers to any number-related information" 
(emphasis added). This premise was refuted at length in the discussion of the rejections under 35 
U.S.C. 1 12 (see above). To summarize, the term "edition-number-related information" refers to a 
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number of edition of an essay by a student, and is therefore neither taught nor suggested by "the 
number of the essay question" cited by the Examiner from Blackboard. 

The term "edition-number-related information" appears in all of the independent claims. 
The above arguments apply to the dependent claims as well. Therefore, for at least the reasons 
given above, Applicant respectfully requests that the rejection be reconsidered and withdrawn. 

Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C. §103 

Claims 3-5 and 13-15 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as allegedly being 
unpatentable over Blackboard in view of U.S. Patent Application Publication 2006/0014129 Al 
to Coleman et al. (hereinafter "Coleman"). Based on the following remarks, Applicant 
respectfully requests that the rejection be reconsidered and withdrawn. 

In order to establish a prima facie case of obviousness under 35 U.S.C. § 103, each and 
every element of the claimed invention must be disclosed in the combination of art applied. 
Because at least one element of Applicant's claimed invention is not disclosed in the combination 
of applied art, Applicant respectfully submits that no prima facie case of obviousness under 35 
U.S.C. § 103 has been established. 

Claims 3-5 and 13-15 depend from independent claim 1 and 1 1 , respectively, and 
therefore include the element "edition-number-related information." As discussed above 
regarding the rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e), Blackboard fails to teach or suggest this 
element. Coleman does not solve this deficiency. Applicant therefore respectfully submits that no 
prima facie case of obviousness under 35 U.S.C. § 103 has been established, and for at least 
these reasons, requests that the rejection be reconsidered and withdrawn. 
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Conclusion 

Applicant submits that all of the claims are now in condition for allowance, and 
respectfully requests that a timely Notice of Allowance be issued in the subject application. 
However, should there remain unresolved issues that require action, it is respectfully requested 
that the Examiner telephone Richard A. Dunning, Jr., Applicant's Attorney, at 831.420.0561 so 
that such issues may be resolved as expeditiously as possible. 

Date: July 5, 2006 Respectfully submitted, 

Law Office of Richard A. Dunning, Jr. /Richard A. Dunning, Jr. #42,502/ 

343 Soquel Avenue #3 11 ... c . ,. ° 

Santa Cruz, CA 95062 Att ° me y for Applicant 

Telephone: 831.420.0561 

Facsimile: 831.576.1419 



